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Foreword
The overriding purpose of parking is to
facilitate access, but in its attempt to do
this it often restricts access. The provision
of parking in our cities is counter‑intuitive
in many ways.
Challenges of parking are felt right across
Greater Sydney, and the entire world. There
are case studies of cities that achieve the
objective of facilitating access in creative
and future‑focussed ways. These case
studies often demonstrate that to reduce
the need for parking we need to facilitate
access by other means. With this end goal
we also need to plan well for the future by
designing parking structures to serve some
other function once the need for parking is
reduced. But there is no silver bullet – if
there was, we wouldn’t be talking about it!
Parking isn’t just a conversation for
our capital cities, it requires particular
consideration for our suburbs and
metropolitan fringe areas, where the
dependency on motor vehicles has been
created through planning assumptions
and development scenarios. A
reconsideration of the way we plan is
essential if we are to deliver improved
wellbeing outcomes for the people of
Greater Sydney.
This paper respects that there isn’t a
one‑size‑fits‑all solution. It talks to
matching progressive parking policies to
different types of places. It recognises that
for real change, accountability needs to be
shared across all levels of government, it
needs to transcend political boundaries
and it needs to bring together the diverse
efforts of government agencies.
Convertible commuter car park, Campbelltown.

The solutions aren’t necessarily about
investment in infrastructure and where
they are, it isn’t about more investment,
but smarter investment. The solutions must
consider matching the right solution to the
right place, prioritising parking for the
people who really need it and maximising
the positive impacts of parking on place
and minimising the negative impacts.
The first positive step needs to be a
change in thinking about how we
proactively focus on equity of access.
Equity of access doesn’t mean just access
to parking… it means access to services,
access to jobs, access to recreation,
access to a range of mobility options…
and through this, minimise the challenge
of parking.
Better parking for better places is the
Committee for Sydney’s latest
conversation starter; I encourage you to
read, digest, discuss, share and promote
this paper exploring active opportunities
to move the dial on one of Sydney’s most
widely‑discussed challenges.

Lindy Deitz, General Manager,
Campbelltown City Council
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Why care
about parking?
Where parking is located, how much it
costs, and how it is regulated, impacts
how we choose to get around, how our
cities are built, and how much money we
spend on transport.
Sydney does need parking – given how
much of the city was built at densities too
low to support frequent public transport,
driving remains the only option for many,
and a fact of life. Particular jobs or family
situations often necessitate lots of driving
as well. But too much parking, in the wrong
places, causes unintended
negative consequences.
In the long run, Sydney is working to build
up alternatives to driving, so people have
more choice of how they get around. But
even while we work on other options, there
are several reasons to care directly about
how we manage parking.
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Cars take up more space than other modes
of transport
The reason walkable cities require most people get around
without a car is because of how much space cars take up.

50 pedestrians
In the movies, the hero gets a parking spot
in front of the restaurant in New York City,
and walks right in. But in the real world,
that’s not how it works.

50 cyclists

Highly concentrated, highly walkable
places with lots of things to see and do
only work if most people get there without
a car. The reason is based in geometry:
cars take up so much space that roads
and carparks end up pushing destinations
apart if there are too many of them.
Building the kind of city that provides
enough road space and enough parking
spaces to make driving and parking easy
for everyone ends up creating inactive
places that lack urban energy.

50 people on a bus

50 people in 33 cars

This is why, when you think about it, all of
the cities we like to visit have terrible
‘parking problems.’

Image source: Flickr, NYC DOT

Some places may be perfectly happy with
wide roads and parking lots. But for cities
that want to be active and walkable, being
more sophisticated about managing
parking supply is necessary.

New York City, USA
10

BETTER PARKING FOR BETTER PLACES

COMMITTEE FOR SYDNEY

11

I . REDUCI N G TH E N EED TO STO RE CARS

I I . O F F S T R E E T PA R K I N G

III. RETHINKING THE KERB
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Parking is expensive
The cost of building parking adds
directly to the cost of housing
(and other development).

APPENDIX

Dense, walkable
places don’t have room
for many cars

One way of making Sydney housing more
affordable is to make it easier for families
to get by with only one car, or even no cars,
so we don’t have to build as much parking.
People should have the choice to purchase
or rent an apartment with or without
parking, so they don’t have to pay for a
parking space if they don’t need it.

00

00

Carparks are expensive to build,
particularly when they’re basement level

Lowest cost

Costs of building a single parking space in Sydney

Highest cost

00

00

00

$300,000

Lowest cost

$250,000

Highest cost

$200,000

00

$150,000

$0

Basement parking space
$100,000

Open deck multi-storey
parking space

Podium parking space

$50,000
$0

Basement parking space

Open deck multi-storey
parking space

Podium parking space

Source: Committee for Sydney, based on conversations with Sydney property developers and the Rider Levett
Bucknall Construction Cost Indicator online tool

Tokyo, Japan
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Kerb space can be
used for things that
make daily life better
The kerb lane provides the highest level
of convenience, and at the same time it is
highly limited. Especially in CBDs, town
centres and on high streets, there will
always be more demand for kerb space
than the available supply.

Uses for the kerb lane in CBDs, town
centres, and on high streets include:

In general, on‑street parking is a positive
amenity for people who are walking
because it provides a buffer from moving
traffic. We will argue that one of the big
things we need to do is remove clearways
on high streets so parked cars can remain
in place. However, we also need to manage
this precious resource to integrate a set of
other uses.

Short term parking

•

Designated car‑share parking

•

Loading and unloading

•

Pick up and drop offs

•

Parklets

•

Trees

•

Bike/scooter corrals

•

Bus bulbs

When you remove clearways, you can get
creative about what you do with the kerb
lane and have that space work harder for
everyone. All of this requires more
sophisticated approaches to managing
the kerb.

Image source: Unsplash, Zachary Staines

These include traditional uses like loading
and unloading, which are increasing in
some locations as the culture moves to
more home delivery. They also include
newer amenities like parklets (small public
spaces that go in the kerb lane), which
add a lot of value to town centres and
high streets.

•

14
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CASE STUDY:

Bike corral

Image source: Dexigner

Parklets

Car‑share

Street trees

Image source: DeepRoot

Image source: Car Next Door

Bus bulb

Image source: Unsplash, Susan Q Yin

Image source: Unsplash, Monica Silva

Alternate uses of the kerb lane
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New mobility trends
are changing the way
people move around
One of the newest trends in city life is the
move to treat mobility as a service instead
of a capital good. Mobility as a Service
(MaaS) refers to transport options that can
be booked in real‑time, generally via an
app, and only cost for the time used.
Examples include on‑demand mini‑buses,
car‑share, ride‑share and bike/
scooter‑share. The idea is you pay for
access and mobility, rather than the
capital cost of a vehicle.
MaaS tends to be used by inner‑city
dwellers and young people, but there is a
possibility these services will expand to
serve more people over time. In less
central locations, MaaS is more likely to
replace ownership of a second or third
vehicle, instead of replacing car
ownership altogether.
Because vehicles are shared by users,
they’re more regularly in use than private
vehicles that sit idle most of the time.
Where a private car may make only two
trips a day for one person, a car‑share or
ride‑share vehicle makes many trips a day
for many different people.

18
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MaaS reduces the need for parking
because being able to use a shared car
when needed, without having to store one
for each person, translates into the need to
store fewer vehicles overall.
If and when autonomous vehicles become
the norm, it is likely we will need even less
space to store cars. The most convenient
and cost‑effective option will be to
summon a car for a trip rather than owning
one and taking it with us everywhere we
go. This will likely lead to a significant
decline in overall car ownership rates.
Other trends in mobility are having similar
impacts. The rise of ecommerce and home
delivery means people buy goods and
services without traveling anywhere.
Ecommerce has transferred an enormous
amount of personal mobility to delivery
companies, who now bring almost
anything you can think of to your door.
Designing cities around the assumption
everyone needs a car with them at all
times no longer makes sense. Our cities
need to reflect the fact there are many
different personal situations and many
different ways of getting around.

COMMITTEE FOR SYDNEY

19

OVERVIEW

I . REDUCI N G TH E N EED TO STO RE CARS

I I . O F F S T R E E T PA R K I N G

III. RETHINKING THE KERB

APPENDIX

Principles for a
better approach

Image source: Liverpool City Council, Ben Williams Photography

These are the three principles that guide
our thinking about parking policy:

20
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•

Match the right solution to the right
place. One size does not fit all. The right
solution for a CBD will be different from
a suburban high street or single‑family
residential neighbourhood. Matching
the right parking strategies with the
right location is essential. Places like
Parramatta, which is becoming a major
business district, will need to adopt
policies that get most people in and
out without a car, like other successful
CBDs. Whereas a new development,
built far from public transport, will have
to provide a lot of parking.

•

Prioritise parking for the people who
really need it. We can design our
parking policies to make sure that
people who need a car most are able
to get it. We can choose to prioritise
space for tradies and deliveries in the
CBD, rather than daily commuters. We
can choose to prioritise higher turnover
shopping trips at a local high street
rather than all‑day parking. People with
mobility impairments can be prioritised
in many situations.

•

Maximise the positive impacts of
parking on place and minimise the
negative impacts. Parking is a way
to help people access the city.
And kerbside parking is often a useful
buffer between public space and
moving vehicles – so a positive
amenity in many cases. However,
parking stations often blight city streets
and entrances do not make for a nice
walking environment. Moreover, too
many parking spaces in the wrong
location can attract more cars than the
streets can fit. Good parking policy
requires us to be thoughtful about the
design, location and quantity of
parking to manage its impact on the
urban environment.

COMMITTEE FOR SYDNEY
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Table: Matching progressive parking policies
to different types of places
Different types of places will need different solutions, and these solutions will change over time

Emerging town centre
(e.g. Norwest)

Growing town centre
(e.g. Rouse Hill)

Mature town centre
(e.g. Liverpool)

On‑street

Off‑street residential

Off‑street public and
commercial

•

Introduce timed
parking

•

Allow unbundled
parking

•

Design new parking
for future convertibility

•

Introduce residential
permit scheme

•

No minimum parking
requirement

•

Introduce timed
parking

•

Include on‑street
car‑share

•

Allow car‑share
in new developments

•

Shorten timed
parking allowances

•

Allow unbundled
parking

•

Shorten timed
parking allowances

•

Introduce some
paid parking areas

•

•

Include car‑share

•

Expand the
car‑share network

Set a maximum
parking requirement
within 800m of major
public transport

•

Require car‑share
within the same radius

Make all parking
paid or permitted

•

Require unbundled
parking

•

Introduce paid parking

Expand the
car‑share network

•

Set a maximum
parking requirement
for everywhere

•

Include car‑share

•

Require car‑share in
all new developments

Make all parking
paid or permitted

•

Require unbundled
parking

•

Make all parking paid

Expand the
car‑share network

•

Reduce the maximum
parking requirement

•

•

Require car‑share in
all new developments

Make all parking
subject to the Parking
Space Levy (except for
accessible and
car‑share spaces)

•

Make all parking paid

•

Consolidate parking
so some of it can be
converted for
different uses

•
•

Emerging CBD
(e.g. North Sydney)

•
•

Growing CBD
(e.g. Parramatta)

Mature CBD
(e.g. Sydney)

22
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•

Make all parking
paid or permitted

•

Require unbundled
parking

•

Remove certain
parking to make more
space for people

•

Reduce the maximum
parking requirement

•

Expand the
car‑share network

•

Require car‑share in
all new developments

•

Make all parking
paid or permitted

•

Require unbundled
parking

•

Reduce parking
supply over time

•

Reduce the maximum
parking requirement
– in some cases the
maximum should
be zero

•

Require car‑share in
all new developments
where the maximum
is not zero

APPENDIX

We organise our
recommendations
into three categories:
I.

Reducing the need
to store cars

II.

Off‑street parking

III.

On‑street parking

Image source: Salty Dingo

OVERVIEW
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I. Reducing
the need to
store cars

24

BETTER PARKING FOR BETTER PLACES

COMMITTEE FOR SYDNEY

25

OVERVIEW

1.

I . REDUCI N G TH E N EED TO STO RE CARS

Create better
alternatives
to driving

I I . O F F S T R E E T PA R K I N G

III. RETHINKING THE KERB

APPENDIX

The goal
Give more people more options for
getting around without having to drive.
Eventually everyone in Sydney should live
in a walkable neighbourhood, connected
by foot and bike paths, and within easy
walking distance of frequent and reliable
public transport options that can get
them from ‘anywhere to anywhere.’

People own fewer cars the closer
they live to a train station

Number of cars
per household

Why is this important?
Car dependent cities lock everyone into
having to spend time in traffic and spend
money on cars. Where spaces to park cars
are provided at every destination, the
supply of parking starts to take over the
urban landscape. The very best parking
management strategy is to make the
alternatives to driving so good that people
don’t need to use cars as often. This
requires prioritising the development of
infrastructure for active and
public transport.

Overlaid with Sydney
Trains network
Cars per household
<1
 1–1.5
 1.5–2
 2–2.5
 > 2.5

Percentage of
households
without a car
Overlaid with Sydney
Trains network
Households without
a car
 < 5%
 5%–10%
 10%–20%
 20%–40%
 >40%

Maps created by Kinesis.
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Actions
1.1.

Continue to expand the Sydney
Metro network
By 2056, Sydney is set to be similar in
size to London or New York City today. 1
The only way Sydney will remain
liveable as it continues to grow is to
build a rail network like other
successful cities of that size have. An
expanding Metro network, along with
the longstanding standard gauge rail
network, will achieve better coverage
of more parts of Sydney and facilitate
easy transfers between lines.
One of the great virtues of ‘networks’
is that as more nodes are added, the
benefits increase for everyone. The
next set of Metro lines has the
opportunity to make many more
parts of Sydney accessible without a
car – connecting Western Sydney to
itself, adding cross‑cutting north
south lines, serving places that are
currently under‑served.
Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
Sydney Metro, Cabinet for
funding decisions

1.2.

Improve walking and cycling
connections to rail stations and
major bus stops
Walking and cycling routes should be
prioritised within a 1–2km radius of
every Sydney train, Metro and light
rail station, as well as major bus
stops like those on the B‑line. To
make it easier for people to walk and
cycle, we need:
•

Wide footpaths

•

Separated bike paths

•

Raised priority crossings

•

Priority for people at crossing
at traffic lights

•

Bike parking

Outside the 1–2km radius, feeder
buses or shuttle buses, as well as
on‑demand or ride‑share vehicles
should service the area so people
can more easily connect to public
transport routes.
Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
local governments

1.3.

Develop rapid bus transit and
on‑demand services on key lines
Identify a set of bus lines to be
rerouted as frequent feeder services
to key train, Metro or light rail
stations, and a set of arterial bus
lines that should be upgraded to
rapid bus service levels like the
Northern Beaches B‑Line (this could
be based on the Greater Sydney
Services and Infrastructure Plan 2).
This will allow people who don’t live
near a rail station to get around
easily and reliably without a car.
The success of Keoride 3 in the
Northern Beaches, which connects
people from Palm Beach to North
Narrabeen to the B‑Line,
demonstrates that on‑demand
transport can work well in areas that
are underserviced by public
transport. In Sydney’s west, Cooee
Busways 4 operates an on‑demand
service connecting people in The
Ponds, Schofields and Kellyville to
local train and Metro stations. The
aim of such services should always
be to transfer people to a major
public transport route.
Arterial bus services should act as
much like rail as possible, following
the design intent of bus rapid transit 5
(BRT). This could mean boarding
islands in the middle of the road,
which is an international best
practice for BRT, where there is no
parallel rail transport option and
where high passenger volumes
are possible.
Lead agency: Transport for NSW

28
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Actions (continued)
Build out the bicycle network
Sydney needs to be safer, more
convenient and accessible for
cycling. This means building out a
ubiquitous separated bicycle
network. The recent rise of electric
bikes has made cycling across
Sydney’s relatively hilly terrain
much easier.
Building an entire network of
separated cycleways in Sydney would
cost less than a single Metro line.
Investment in cycling infrastructure is
not only relatively cheap, it also
enables a more efficient use of road
space, improves air quality as people
switch modes, and boosts people’s
physical and mental health.
Transport for NSW should take
responsibility to plan, design, fund
and deliver a core network of arterial
cycleways. These would be built
largely on state roads and would be
approved by the NSW Government.
Transport for NSW should also adopt
a policy of supporting local
governments whenever and wherever
they choose to put in place
cycleways on council roads.
Transport for NSW should become an
enabler and funder of these
council‑led improvements, adopting
a posture of essentially never saying
‘no’ if a local council is willing to take
the political heat to put in a cycleway.
Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
local governments

1.5.

Make it nicer and easier to spend
time on local high streets

BETTER PARKING FOR BETTER PLACES

Implementing a mode‑share target as
an overarching key performance
indicator for Transport for NSW could
help align the sometimes incongruous
outcomes sought by traffic engineers
and place makers. In particular, it could
clarify where and why the throughput
of cars in certain places needs to be
deprioritised, with the throughput of
active and public transport being the
highest priority.

A key strategy for creating
high‑amenity, low‑stress living is to
prioritise public space over traffic on
Sydney’s high streets.
In some places there are difficult
trade‑offs to make between
accommodating traffic and making
great places. But on high streets, the
answer is clear: these streets should
be prioritised for pedestrian comfort.

Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
Greater Cities Commission,
Infrastructure NSW

A comprehensive program to improve
high streets should include:
•

Removing clearways —
an essential step we will return
to later

•

Slowing traffic speeds to 30km
per hour where possible

•

Widening footpaths

•

Adding pedestrian crossings

•

Adding raised crossings for
people walking across side‑street
intersections

•

Supporting parklets

•

Enhancing amenity through
landscaping, shading
and seating.

Adopt a mode share target
Mode share targets are useful as they
guide effort, attention and investment.
Creating a clear target for what the
mode split should be in the future,
along with measures to achieve the
target, will also focus road space
allocation strategies and policies.

Being able to walk to local shops for
life’s necessities, and simply enjoy
city life, is one of the great pleasures
of high‑functioning neighbourhoods.
Sydney was originally developed on
just this pattern, with high streets
serving as centres of community life.

Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
local governments

30

1.6.

We suggest a future mode share target for trips to work in Sydney could be:
Mode

Current mode share
in Sydney 6 (% of trips to work
that involve leaving home)

Proposed future mode share
target for Sydney (trips to
work)

Car

65.2%

40%

Train

18.6%

30%

Bus

7%

11%

Tram or ferry

0.5%

2%

Walk

4.6%

9%

Bicycle

0.8%

5%

Motorbike

0.7%

0.7%

Truck

0.9%

0.9%

Other

1.2%

1%

Image source: Ja La Photography

1.4.
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CASE STUDY:

London’s
mode‑share
target

Strategies to achieve the target

Summary
•

•

•

London’s mode‑share target is for
80% of all trips to be made on foot,
by bicycle or using public transport
by 2041.
The target is part of the Mayor’s
Transport Strategy 2018, which aims
to create a more liveable city that is
fairer, greener, healthier and
more prosperous.

•

Improving street environments to make
walking and cycling the most attractive
options for short journeys.

•

Providing more, and better, services
to make public transport the most
attractive option for longer ones.

•

Ensuring any regeneration
or new development adheres
to these principles:

At the time the target was set,
63% of all trips in London were
made by foot, by bicycle or using
public transport.

•

—

Good access to public transport

—

High‑density, mixed‑use
developments

—

People choose to walk and cycle

—

Car‑free and car‑lite places

—

Inclusive, accessible design

—

Carbon‑free travel

—

Efficient freight.

Using the Healthy Streets Approach as
a framework, which puts human health
and experience at the heart of planning
the city.

Image source: Flickr, Garry Knight

Why it matters
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•

Setting a mode‑share target is
essential to focus government
strategies to increase the share
of active and public transport trips,
and reduce the share of car trips.

•

Shifting Sydney’s mode‑share will
improve public health outcomes and
reduce the city’s carbon emissions.

COMMITTEE FOR SYDNEY

33

OVERVIEW

I . REDUCI N G TH E N EED TO STO RE CARS

I I . O F F S T R E E T PA R K I N G

III. RETHINKING THE KERB

APPENDIX

CASE STUDY:

Summary
•

The Bankstown and Campsie Master
Plans propose a series of actions to
promote mode shift by encouraging
active transport use in the
respective strategic centres.

Image source: City of Canterbury‑Bankstown Council

City of
CanterburyBankstown
shifting
mode‑share
Proposed actions
•

Adopt maximum parking rates within
a 400m radius of the future Bankstown
and Campsie Metro stations in
business zones.

•

Adopt reduced minimum and upper
maximum parking rates outside the
400m radius of the future Metro station.

•

Introduce a Development Control Plan
provision to enable unbundled parking
within new developments.

Why it matters
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•

The proposed minimum and maximum
car parking rates correspond to the
high public transportation accessibility
of these centres, and are therefore
designed to encourage the use of
active transport through induced
travel demand.

•

Amendments to the minimum and
maximum car parking rates could
improve development viability and
housing cost, especially if that parking
is unbundled, offering greater flexibility
for home purchasers.

COMMITTEE FOR SYDNEY
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The goal

Why is this important?

Provide as many people as possible in
Sydney with access to a car when they
need one, without having to own and
store one.

Car‑share (e.g. GoGet or Car Next Door)
is perhaps the most direct way to reduce
local parking pressures, with a major side
benefit of reducing household costs by
making it possible for some households
to either not own a car or go from two cars
down to one.
Car‑sharing is a form of Mobility as a
Service, where members pay to use a car
only for the time and distance they drive.
Car‑sharing dramatically reduces the
amount of space devoted to storing cars
– with one car‑share vehicle on a street
replacing 10 privately owned vehicles 7,8
– as members tend to sell their primary
or secondary car, or defer car
purchase altogether.
The benefits of car‑share include:
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•

One car‑share vehicle frees up nine
vehicles’ worth of street space, as well
as stopping the CO2 emissions that
would have been released from
producing those nine vehicles.

•

When households become car‑share
members, they typically reduce their
annual vehicle kilometres travelled
(VKT) up to half – as car‑share
members pay a fee every time they use
a vehicle, they tend to shift their mode
choice from the car to active or public
transport for more trips.

•

Car‑share vehicles are typically
newer than the private vehicle fleet,
making them safer and more
environmentally friendly.

•

For people who drive less than 8,000
km per year (equivalent to 21 km per
day), car‑share is cheaper than owning
a private car, 9 and so reduces the cost
of living for those households.

•

Car‑share can enable more affordable
housing, as it reduces the cost of
apartments by replacing the need for
underground carparks.

Like car‑sharing, ride‑share (e.g. Uber) also
reduces the need to own or store a car.
People can book trips in real‑time with a
driver that will take them from A to B.
Ride‑share has the added benefit of being
convenient for one‑way journeys, which
can include getting to or from public
transport stations.
The net effect of moving to ride‑sharing
and car‑sharing is to provide people with a
car when they need it without them having
to store it – a very direct way to require
less parking.

COMMITTEE FOR SYDNEY
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Demand for car‑share is
increasing in NSW
GoGet has more than 100,000 membership accounts –
there can be more than one registered driver per account.
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In parts of Sydney, 10–30% of residents use car‑share
Percentage of licensed drivers that hold a GoGet membership
by local government area
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Data sources: GoGet and Transport for NSW

Jan-13 Jan-14 Jan-15 Jan-16 Jan-17 Jan-18 Jan-19 Jan-20 Jan-21 Jan-22
Data source: GoGet

Car‑share can save households money
People save money by switching to car‑sharing if they drive less
than 8,000 km a year. As car‑share members reduce their annual
VKT by up to 50% they often save even more money than indicated
by this like‑for‑like cost comparison.
Cost comparison of Toyota Corolla – ownership vs GoGet Car‑share 10
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Annual
distance
travelled
by car

Average daily
distance
travelled
by car

Private
ownership
per annum

GoGet
GoFrequent
Plan per
annum

Household
savings from
car‑share
per annum

3,000 km

8.2 km

$6,697

$3,120

$3,577

6,000 km

16.4 km

$7,036

$5,090

$1,946

8,000 km

21.91 km

$7,375

$6,670

$705
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Actions
2.1.

Include on‑street car‑share as a
priority in Transport for NSW plans

2.3.

Transport for NSW can help make
sure everyone has access to
car‑share spaces. There are many
locations throughout Sydney with a
higher demand for car‑share than
the current supply.

Including car‑share in new
developments near rail stations will
remove the need to build as much
below‑ground parking – reducing
building costs while improving
housing affordability.

Car‑share should be included in one
of the Transport for NSW ministerial
portfolios. Instead of various and
scattered local car‑share policies,
Transport for NSW should prioritise
car‑share in strategic plans to ensure
an even and equitable network. This
would also simplify the application
process, permits, regulations and
fees for car‑share operators.

Car‑share spaces in residential
developments should be accessible
to all car‑share members – i.e. not
exclusive to residents. This increases
the amenity of new developments for
both residents and the community
and improves viability of the space
for car‑share providers.
Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
Department of Planning and
Environment, local governments,
car‑share providers

Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
car‑share providers, local
governments

2.4.

Allow developers to reduce the
parking rate if they include
car‑share
If minimum parking requirements
remain in place, developers building
in any location in Sydney should be
allowed to reduce the parking rate of
a building by 10 spaces for every one
car‑share space contracted to an
authorised provider. The NSW Land
and Environment Court has previously
ruled that minimum parking
requirements for a development can
be reduced with the inclusion of
car‑share. 11,12,13 As per above,
car‑share spaces should be
accessible to all car‑share members
– not exclusive to residents.
Lead agencies: Department of
Planning and Environment, local
governments, car‑share providers

2.5.

Exempt car‑share from the Parking
Space Levy
The Parking Space Levy, which applies
to all off‑street parking in Sydney’s
city centres, is designed to
discourage people from driving into
the city. Car‑share is not exempt from
the levy in NSW, which makes city
locations unviable for providers. We
recommend car‑share be exempted
from the Parking Space Levy, as in
Victoria’s equivalent Congestion
Levy. 14 This would mean carpark
operators and car‑share providers do
not pay the levy on spaces leased for
car‑share use.
This change would help those who
live and work in locations where the
levy applies to access car‑share.
Lead agency: Transport for NSW

Provide car‑share spaces at all rail
stations in Sydney
Rail stations are great locations for
car‑share vehicles. They serve as
hubs for communities already;
adding car‑share vehicles will make
it easy for people to transfer between
modes, not to mention, they are
simply a good central location to
serve the broader neighbourhood. To
really drive uptake, Transport for NSW
should have a policy of providing
car‑share spaces at every rail station
with parking in Sydney.

Image source: GoGet

2.2.

Require car‑share in all new
developments near rail stations in
Greater Sydney

Lead agency: Transport for NSW
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CASE STUDY:

Car‑share and
public transport
integration
in NSW

Usage
•

Around 75% of the bookings at light rail
stations are made by local residents,
with the remaining quarter by people
living in other local government areas.

•

Since installation, each vehicle at a
light rail station has been used by
almost 70 unique members and can
get booked up to 50 times per month.

•

Based on the first month of usage,
around a quarter of the bookings at
Katoomba station are made by Blue
Mountain’s residents, with the other
three quarters made by people living in
other local government areas.

•

In the first month, more than 3,000
vehicle kilometres and 800 kgs of CO2
were avoided by people catching the
train to Katoomba, rather than driving.

Summary
•

•

Inner West Council and GoGet
partnered to deliver Australia’s first
integration of car‑share and public
transport in 2019. Dedicated
car‑share spaces were installed at
11 light rail stops between Dulwich
Hill and Lilyfield. Following a
successful 18‑month trial, the
spaces were made permanent.
In April 2022, Transport for NSW and
GoGet partnered to run a six‑month
trial integrating three car‑share
vehicles, including one wheelchair
accessible vehicle, at Katoomba
train station.

Why it matters
If people need to get somewhere
that is not well serviced by public
transport, they are likely to drive the
whole way. Integrating car‑share with
public transport gives people the
option to split their journey, driving
fewer kilometres and reducing
carbon pollution.

Image source: Flickr, nzsteam

•
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It is becoming more common
to see car‑share in new
residential developments.

•

GoGet vehicles are available in
more than 65 residential
developments in Sydney.
The largest car‑share pod in
Australia is at Central Park,
Chippendale, where 50 GoGet
vehicles are used by more than 700
residents and the public. Half the
apartments in Central Park do not
have a private parking space.

Image source: GoGet

•
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Many councils require or permit car‑share
in new residential developments

Some developers choose to provide
car‑share spaces

•

•

Councils that require car‑share in
all new developments (except for
single dwellings):
—

•

•

City of Sydney

Councils that require car‑share
in new developments at certain
locations, or of certain size:
—

Summary
•

III. RETHINKING THE KERB

•

City of Parramatta, City of Ryde,
Hornsby Shire Council, Inner West
Council, Lane Cove Council, Northern
Beaches Council, Randwick City
Council, Waverley Council

Councils that permit car‑share
in new developments:
—

City of Canada Bay, Liverpool City
Council, North Sydney Council,
Woollahra Council.

“Early on in our planning, we saw the
value of having a car sharing facility at
Imperial Hurstville and feedback from
buyers reconfirmed this thinking, so
we’ve included this in our sales and
marketing” – Peter Munnings,
General Manager at Piety THP.
“Many first home buyers of
one‑bedroom apartments don’t own a
car or have access to a car space but
they do want the convenience of a car
from time to time. Having GoGet
[car‑share] at their doorstep gives
residents the financial and
environmental benefits of freedom
from car ownership, while giving them
ready access when they need it” –
Graham Cooper, Development Director
at Mirvac.

•

“We have seen more enquiries from first
home buyers looking at one‑bedroom
options without a car space for a lesser
price… A dedicated underground
parking space could add up to $100,000
to the cost of a new home… That extra
cost, combined with the costs of
purchasing and maintaining a car, are
much greater than taking public
transport or using car‑share services”
– Nigel Edgar, General Manager at
Frasers Property.

•

“In terms of customer value, we see this
type of offering [car‑share] right in line
with home automation, integrated
appliances and the high‑end fixtures
and fittings... If companies like mine
aren’t exploring innovations like this,
we are holding the next generation
back when it comes to flexible and
sustainable living” – Luke Berry,
Director at Thirdi Group.

Why it is important
•

Car‑share reduces the cost to build
apartments, as less space is required
for parking.

•

Buildings with less underground
parking have lower embedded
carbon emissions.

•

For people living in well‑connected
neighbourhoods with various transport
options, the availability of car‑share
can reduce household expenditure, as
people have access to a car without
having to own, maintain and store one.

•

These developments bring a new
transport amenity to the local area, as
cars are accessible to all car‑share
members, not just residents.
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CASE STUDY:

Car‑share
across Greater
Sydney

The broader car‑share network
•

Summary

GoGet operates well‑utilised
car‑share in:

•

Car‑share operates across Greater
Sydney, not just in areas considered
‘inner‑city’

—

Hills Shire Council (since 2015):
~20 car‑share vehicles are used
by almost 1,500 local members

•

In many cases, car‑share replaces
ownership of a second or third
vehicle, rather than replacing car
ownership all together.

—

Hornsby Shire Council (since 2018):
~30 car‑share vehicles are used
by almost 2,000 local members

—

Liverpool City Council (since 2019):
~20 car‑share vehicles are used
by almost 1,000 local members.

Why it matters
Sometimes we assume car‑share only
works in areas that already have low
rates of car ownership, but there is also
demand for car‑share in areas with
high rates of car ownership.

•

Giving people access to a car when
and if they need it means people don’t
need to own a second or third car,
which they might only use occasionally.

Image source: GoGet

•
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II. Off‑street
parking
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The goal
Reduce the number of cars entering
CBDs each day so street space can
be repurposed for people.

Why is this important?
While it may be counter‑intuitive to think
we will improve a CBD by making it harder
to drive there, the truth is we will. CBDs
simply cannot work if everyone brings their
own car. The road network required to get
all the cars in would ruin public space
outcomes and push destinations apart.
CBDs need to work differently from other
parts of Sydney. We are not just trying to
accommodate extremely high densities,
we are also trying to provide a distinctive,
compelling experience — something more
akin to a European public space culture.
CBDs are already the best‑connected
locations in Sydney, and over time we
should be adding more and more ways to
get into our CBDs without a car (by adding
rail lines and cycleways), and at the same
time reducing the space for cars.
The Sydney CBD has begun this
transformation over the last decade.
Slower traffic speeds, light rail and the
pedestrianisation of George Street have
dramatically improved public space and
supported more people to walk in the city
centre. But more can be done on other
streets to improve the experience
of walking.
Parramatta CBD has also begun a
transformation with the pedestrianisation
of Church Street, construction of light rail,
and development of Parramatta Square.
But with so many carparks and major
roads cutting through its heart, much more
needs to be done.
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To become a major CBD, Parramatta needs
to make a choice about how much parking
to provide. Currently, there is one parking
space for every 1.8 workers, compared to
Sydney CBD which has one space for every
six workers. 15 If Parramatta continues to
provide parking at this rate it will not
become a major CBD.
Parramatta should look to optimise the
existing parking supply, not increase it. The
Parramatta CBD Parking Strategy takes
steps in the right direction, setting shorter
time limits, higher prices, and dynamic
demand‑based pricing in certain
locations. However, other parts of the
strategy, specifically those that seek to
increase parking supply, undermine the
CBD’s growth aspirations.
Other major centres, such as Liverpool or
Campbelltown, may have ambitions that
require them to reclaim space in their
central areas from cars and convert it to
public space. Real CBDs all over the world
work by concentrating people and
activities at high densities. This is only
possible if most people are getting in and
out without a car.
Local governments don’t have control over
all the parking in their area, with many
privately operated carparks dotted
throughout CBDs. NSW Government may
consider legislative reform to give local
governments more power and influence
over pricing and supply of parking in
privately‑operated (but publicly
accessible) carparks. This would give
councils more agency to achieve their
strategic and transport planning goals
of reducing private car use.
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Actions
3.1.

Do not allow new standalone parking
facilities to be built in the Sydney
and Parramatta CBDs

Despite public perception that
parking demand in Parramatta
exceeds supply, the latest data shows
an average carpark occupancy rate
of 65% on weekdays and only 13% on
weekends. 17 Although three
standalone parking facilities in the
Parramatta CBD were recently closed
– to make way for the Metro and light
rail – newly built public carparks
have clawed back some of the lost
supply. City of Parramatta should
now cap the current parking supply,
so it does not increase further.

Standalone parking facilities are the
least efficient use of space in a CBD.
They have terrible outcomes for the
street, with inactive frontages and
cuts to the kerb for vehicle access.
The City of Sydney Local Environment
Plan (LEP) makes it very difficult to
build a new standalone carpark in the
CBD. But the legislation does allow
new carparks for commercial
industries that only offer short stay
parking and are not adequately
serviced by public transport. 16 While
it’s hard to imagine any location in
the CBD could be considered
underserviced by public transport,
we think there may be scope to
strengthen the rules against
new carparks.

Other councils with aspirations to
grow their CBDs may consider
strengthening their planning laws to
preclude the development of new
standalone parking facilities.
Lead agencies: City of Parramatta,
City of Sydney

3.2.

Reclaim streets in CBDs for
public space
We can transform our CBDs to be
better places for people if they are
not still dominated by cars. Councils
wanting to grow their CBDs should
begin the process of reclaiming
streets for public space, by doing
things like:
•

Widening footpaths

•

Slowing traffic speeds

•

Installing more pedestrian
crossings, or prioritising
pedestrians at crossings

•

Removing one‑way streets and
reinstating two‑way streets

•

Installing parklets and
verge gardens

The commercial centres of our cities
provide places for special kinds of
public life to take place: window
shopping, chatting with friends,
sitting at a café, simply enjoying
city life. The streets are where
the life of great cities happen,
so long as the streets are designed
as places to be, rather than (only)
places to move through.
Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
Department of Planning and
Environment, City of Parramatta,
City of Sydney

Image source: Shutterstock

The City of Parramatta LEP does not
include any conditions that restrict
the development of new standalone
parking facilities. We suggest they
should also be updated to restrict or
prohibit new parking facilities in the
commercial and mixed‑use core.
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The goal

Why is this important?

Channel Sydney’s growth into the areas
around rail stations, while continuing to
intercept car drivers at commuter
carparks so they can connect to public
transport for part of their trips.

Rail stations provide the most logical
places for Sydney’s growth over the
coming decades. Putting housing, jobs and
community facilities there means people
can access these things without driving –
in contrast to traditional sprawl, which
forces people to drive for everything.
At the same time, commuter carparks are
the only realistic way for people who are
starting their commute in a low‑density
location to be able to access public
transport. It is important to intercept these
trips and move them onto public transport
for at least part of the journey.
So we have a dilemma: commuter
carparks are not the best use of land
around rail stations, but we do need them.
This is a planning issue that does not have
an easy resolution. It requires careful,
place‑specific analysis and thoughtful
consideration about where exactly the
parking is located.
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While there is no silver bullet solution,
we suggest two key planning moves
to help determine the location of
commuter carparks:
1.

Do not have surface parking lots
within walking distance of train
stations – commuter parking should
be in multi‑level structured parking
to take up the least space possible,
creating room for other land
uses nearby.

2.

Do not place commuter parking
in the middle of a town centre –
the best stations for commuter
carparking facilities are those
with motorway access nearby.
Town centres should continue to
evolve as pedestrian‑oriented areas.

Commuter carparks may in some cases
be designed and built with the flexibility
to be converted for different uses in the
future. If we continue to build more
Metro lines, as well as increase residential
density around rail stations, it is likely
we won’t need as much commuter
parking. If this is the case, the carparks
could be converted into office, retail or
residential space.
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Actions
4.1.

Plan for higher densities around
rail stations
Putting higher densities around
major rail stations will mean more
people in Sydney live and work
within walking distance of this
wonderful public transport resource
– creating walkable, sustainable
neighbourhoods with reduced
traffic and parking pressures.
Many parts of Sydney need to come
together to make this happen:
•

•

•

The Greater Cities Commission
and Department of Planning and
Environment should establish
growth targets for stations and
hold local councils accountable
to achieve them.
Governments should fund the
local infrastructure, amenity and
public space in station precincts
to make sure they can truly
support high quality growth.
Where there are significant
government land holdings, NSW
Government should take the lead,
and sometimes create special
purpose delivery agencies.

Lead agencies: Greater Cities
Commission, Transport for NSW,
Department of Planning and
Environment, local governments

4.2. Redevelop surface parking lots
Wherever there are surface parking
lots near rail stations, they should
be redeveloped. This will usually
start with building structured
parking to consolidate the spaces
in a smaller footprint.
As we know, the cost to construct
multi‑deck parking isn’t cheap. But
the benefit of freeing up land for
higher uses far outweighs this cost.
By constructing multi‑deck parking,
more parking spaces can be
provided in a much smaller space,
freeing up land to be redeveloped for
jobs, housing or community uses.
Therefore, funding should be
prioritised to condense surface
carparks owned by Transport for NSW
and local governments in station
area precincts.
It is important to remember that
multi‑deck parking doesn’t have to
be an urban blight. The sixth
recommendation in this paper
outlines design principles for
multi‑deck parking that is better for
the community.
Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
Department of Planning and
Environment

4.3.

Charge for commuter parking,
even if it’s only a small amount
Charging for parking is not popular;
it goes without saying people would
rather have something be free, but
there are good reasons to charge.
It can create revenue for other public
goods, cover maintenance costs,
and offer a small incentive for people
not to drive. Charging for commuter
parking also means ratepayers in
one local council aren’t paying for
the maintenance of a commuter
carpark used by people who may
live in another council area.
Transport for NSW owns more than
50 major commuter carparks in
metropolitan Sydney (100–2,000
spaces per carpark), most of which
provide unconditional free parking.
13 of these carparks are ‘Park&Ride’
facilities that only offer free parking
if you complete a public transport
trip with your opal card. Many
council‑owned carparks in Sydney
also offer unlimited or time‑limited
free parking.
We suggest Transport for NSW and
local governments should always
charge for parking, even if it’s only
a small amount. Examples from cities
around the world show public support
for paid parking is possible. This has
been achieved by creating
transparent revenue streams that
fund public improvement projects,
such as bike paths, street trees and
furniture, and widened footpaths.
Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
local governments
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CASE STUDY:

At‑grade surface parking in Sydney
that could be redeveloped

Bankstown

Blacktown

Cabramatta

Campbelltown

Liverpool

Penrith

Image source: Google Earth
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CASE STUDY:

Amsterdam
‘Park and Ride’
Summary
•

Park and Ride facilities at
Amsterdam’s periphery train
stations have reduced the
number of cars, and need for
parking, in the city centre.

Amsterdam City Centre

Background

Implementation

•

Amsterdam, now known as one of the
world’s best cycling cities, was severely
car dominated between 1950 and 1990.

•

•

Parking and traffic were once so bad
that proposals were made to fill in
canals to create more road space.

Amsterdam introduced a new traffic
management policy, which included
the development of these peripheral
Park and Ride facilities in 1994.

•

•

Over the last 30 years, the City of
Amsterdam has implemented various
strategies to reduce parking demand,
as well as the number of cars in
the city.

When the additional off‑street parking
spaces were created with Park and
Ride, the equal amount of on‑street
parking was removed from the city.

•

Users pay only €1–8 per 24 hours with
proof that they’ve made a round‑trip
journey to the city. Using a Park and
Ride facility also gets you discounted
train tickets for up to five people
travelling to the city.

•

Revenue from Park and Ride flows into
the Amsterdam Mobility Fund, which is
used to pay for public and active
transport infrastructure.

•

Key to limiting the number of vehicles in
the city are Amsterdam’s Park and Ride
facilities located at peripheral train
stations near the A10 ring‑road.

Why it matters
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•

Park and Ride facilities helped enable
the transformation of Amsterdam’s city
streets into places for people by
reducing the number of cars that drive
in each day.

•

Revenue from the facilities is used to
pay for things that make
neighbourhoods more liveable.
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The goal
Reduce the cost of development, to help
make housing more affordable, and
future‑proof buildings for coming
changes to mobility.

Why is this important?
Each basement parking space in Sydney
costs between $50,000 and $250,000 to
construct. Typically, the deeper the
carpark, the more expensive it is to build,
especially if the water table is high. If we
can eliminate some of this cost, we could
improve housing affordability in Sydney.
In addition, it is likely car ownership
rates will decline in the future, as
people move to pay per use car access
(car‑share and ride‑share), which will be
less expensive when autonomous vehicles
eliminate the cost of a driver. Reducing
parking in new developments is a way
to future‑proof them.
Currently, 80% of local councils in Sydney
have off‑street parking ratios that exceed
current car ownership rates. 18 This means
we already have the capacity to build less
parking. How much parking is needed is
always location specific, so allowing the
market to determine parking rates will be
more efficient than regulations which
become outdated quickly as Sydney grows.
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Actions
5.1.

Remove minimum parking
requirements in new development
Minimum parking requirements have
led to more parking being built than is
needed. This means some people are
paying for parking they don’t use,
which has unintended negative
consequences for housing affordability.
Transport for NSW needs to
abandon the assumption that
minimum parking requirements
prevent a spillover of parked cars onto
the street. This assumption is
embedded in the Guide to Traffic
Generating Developments, 19 which
states recommended parking
requirements are necessary to
maintain the existing levels of service
and safety of the road network.
However, spillover can be prevented
or solved by on‑street parking
controls and permit schemes
(see recommendation 10.3), as
demonstrated by parking policies in
City of Sydney and Waverley councils.

Current minimum parking
requirements, combined with
the outdated Guide to Traffic
Generating Developments, cause many
development applications
to be knocked back based on an
assumed increase in car traffic
volumes. For developments near
train stations and other modes of
public and active transport, these
assumptions are generally overstated.
Sydney should be increasing density
around rail stations, not prohibiting it.
To do this, minimum parking
requirements should be removed
and the Guide to Traffic Generating
Developments updated.
By removing minimums, developers will
still build parking where they think it’s
needed, but if they believe there is a
market for car‑free housing,
government should not stand in
the way.
Lead agencies: Department of
Planning and Environment, Transport
for NSW, local governments

COMMITTEE FOR SYDNEY

63

I . REDUCI N G TH E N EED TO STO RE CARS

I I . O F F S T R E E T PA R K I N G

III. RETHINKING THE KERB

APPENDIX

Image source: Mirvac
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Actions (continued)
5.2.

Set parking maximums for new
developments in transport‑rich,
walkable locations
Local governments wanting
to improve the walkability and
public place outcomes of certain
neighbourhoods may want to
set parking maximums for
new developments.
The City of Sydney, North Sydney
and Waverley councils have all
implemented maximum parking
rates for all types of new
development within their areas.
Several other councils have
implemented maximum parking
rates for certain types of
development, or development in
particular locations, but have kept
minimum parking requirements
for other locations.
Around the world, cities are shifting
from minimum to maximum parking
requirements. In the same way that
building more roads leads to higher
traffic volumes, it is now recognised
that building more parking leads to
higher rates of car ownership. New
parking supply does not ease the
pressure of parking demand, it
creates more demand.

5.3.

Unbundle the price of parking from
the price of the housing unit
Unbundled parking means buying or
renting a home separately to buying
or renting a parking space – rather
than the cost of both being bundled
together. Unbundled parking has
become the standard in global cities
like San Francisco 20 and Tokyo, 21
making the cost to construct,
maintain and purchase parking more
transparent to buyers.
Unbundling parking means the above
costs are not subsidised by those
who do not want, or need, to own a
car – improving housing affordability
for some and allowing the market to
give a clear indication of parking
demand. This should only be required
for apartments and multi‑dwelling
housing, not single dwelling homes.
Lead agencies: Department of
Planning and Environment,
property developers

5.4. Create precinct parking at major
new developments
Precinct parking is a way to reduce
costs and improve walkability.
A major benefit of precinct parking
is removing the need to build
underground parking beneath each
development, which reduces the cost
of construction. In addition to saving
money, the urban design is better
and kerb cuts are reduced – creating
a continuous footpath without
obstacles to people walking.
Precinct parking is easiest to
implement in mega developments
where there is a single developer,
but the concept may be explored
as a broader solution for precincts
that are undergoing significant
development with multiple
developers. In this case, the parking
may be government‑owned, with
developers or residents charged
a fee to use the spaces.
Lead agencies: Department
of Planning and Environment,
Transport for NSW,
property developers

Lead agencies: local governments
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CASE STUDY:

Waverley
Council
maximum
parking
requirements

Why it matters
•

Parking reforms can be supported by
the community, especially when they
are introduced along with other
measures to increase transport options.

66

•

Waverley Council reformed
off‑street parking requirements
in 2018, introducing maximum
parking requirements, with a
minimum requirement of zero,
for all new developments.

•

As part of the reform, parking areas
were consolidated into two zones:
—

Zone one – within 800m of Bondi
Junction train station

—

Zone two – everywhere else

—

Zone one has lower maximum
requirements than zone two.

•

Community consultation with over
30,000 people in the Waverley local
government area showed support
for some form of parking control.
The community was particularly
vocal about wanting more walking
and cycling routes, as well as
car‑share spaces.

•

In response, council implemented
the parking reforms in tandem with
a renewed focus on providing and
improving alternate
transport options.

BETTER PARKING FOR BETTER PLACES

Image source: Wikimedia commons

Summary
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CASE STUDY:

Summary

Timeline of unbundled parking policies

Why it matters

•

•

San Francisco mandated unbundled
parking for all new residential
developments with 10 or more dwellings
in 2006, following a recommendation
from urban policy think tank SPUR.

•

Unbundling parking gives consumers
choice. It lets them decide how much
they value parking spaces, and gives
some households the option to save
money by foregoing a parking space.

•

Santa Monica mandated unbundled
parking in specified zones for all new
residential developments with four or
more dwellings, all new residential
conversions with 10 or more dwellings,
and all non‑residential developments
in 2015.

•

It has been accepted by developers
partly because it does not change the
overall number of parking spaces they
provide, and partly because it has been
accepted by the market.

•

It has been popular with cities in
California because it is a practical step
toward parking reform that makes a
modest contribution to affordability.

•

•
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Many cities in California require
housing developers to ‘unbundle’
parking from the price of the unit
– giving residents the option to rent
or buy parking spaces, but also
choose to save money by not having
a parking space.
Unbundled parking was initially
resisted by developers, but now
developers are pushing to
unbundle parking in other cities,
as they have found the market
accepts unbundling.
In San Francisco, residents in
apartments with unbundled parking
and car‑share own on average 0.76
cars, whereas residents in
apartments with bundled parking
and no car‑share own on average
1.03 cars. Residents with a car‑share
membership in that same set of
buildings own on average 0.47 cars.
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•

The City of Oakland mandated
unbundled parking for all new
residential developments with 10 or
more dwellings – except for affordable
housing developments – in 2016.

•

The City of San Diego mandated
unbundled parking for all new
multi‑dwelling residential
developments in Transit Priority Areas
– an area within half a mile of a major
existing or planned transit stop –
in 2019.

•

The City of Berkeley mandated
unbundled parking for all new
residential with 10 or more dwellings
in 2021.

•

The Californian Government legislated
unbundled parking for major infill
developments in 2021.

Image source: Livabl

California’s
unbundled
parking
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The goal

Actions

Build parking facilities that contribute
to the community and public amenity,
rather than being an urban blight that
detracts from the public realm.

6.1.

Add amenity and design intention
to parking stations
Like all infrastructure, from water
supply viaducts to train stations,
parking can be designed and built
to be beautiful, so it makes a positive
contribution to the public realm.
This is hard to mandate through
prescriptive building controls, but it
should absolutely be the aspiration of
every architect and engineer who
works on a parking structure, along
with their clients on both the public and
private side. There are great examples
in cities around the world.

Why is this important?
All too often parking facilities are dull and
ugly, detracting from the surrounding
urban environment, but this doesn’t have
to be the case. There is an opportunity to
design parking facilities in Sydney to look
great and improve local amenity. Carparks
are being reimagined to include rooftop
gardens, playgrounds and event venues,
ground floor retail, vertical gardens and
eye‑catching design.

Image source: JaJa Architects

Key opportunities include:
•

The ground floor — taller ground
floors rather than the functional
minimum will almost always
improve the feel from the sidewalk.

•

Retail — if the parking station is on
a shopping street, it should have a
sleeve of retail consisting of many
small retail spaces to support a
diversity of stores, as well as
awnings, which all Sydney high
streets have. There should not be
direct access from the carpark to
the shops.

•

Facades — whether the parking is
intended to be masked or revealed,
the façade presents a key
opportunity to contribute visual
interest to the street.

•

6.2.

Design parking stations for future
convertibility
Demand for car storage will likely
decrease in the future. So an emerging
best practice in the design of parking
stations is making it possible to convert
them to other uses in the future.
Convertible carpark designs
should include:
•

Minimum ceiling heights of 4m
on the ground floor and at least
3m on higher floors

•

Level floors, instead of
sloping floors

•

Podium level parking, instead of
underground parking – ground
floor should be an active use,
not parking

While parking certainly isn’t the best
use of the first few levels of an
apartment or commercial building,
keeping parking above ground will
make buildings more sustainable with
space that can be converted for higher
uses in the future. Underground parking
is energy intensive, requiring constant
ventilation and lighting – an estimated
60% of an apartment building’s total
energy consumption is from common
property, such as carparks. 22
Lead agencies: Department of Planning
and Environment, local governments

Rooftops — adding gardens, solar
panels or parks to the roof is a way
to give back to the precinct.

Lead agencies: governments,
architects, developers
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Convertible
carpark at
32 Smith Street,
Parramatta

Image source: GPT

CASE STUDY:

The building
•

CBD location

•

Three floors of parking

What makes it possible to convert the
carpark into office space in the future?

•

21 floors of office space

•

Podium parking

•

5‑star NABERS commitment

•

•

6 Star Green Star design

A ceiling height of at least 3.75m
(as per typical office floor heights)

•

Developed by GPT

•

Designed so services, such as
plumbing, electricity and internet,
can be easily connected

•

The façade ventilation louvres are
the same size as the building’s façade
system, so they can easily be removed
and replaced with glazing

•

All levels have the same floor
configuration, so that if the carpark
is converted the amenities and lifts
will be in the same location as
typical office floors.

Why it matters
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•

Carparks take up a lot of space.
If we don’t need as much parking in
the future, that space could be used
more efficiently for office, retail or
residential purposes.

•

Designing for future conversion reduces
the risk of carparks becoming inactive
and stranded within the asset – if one
day in the future we don’t need to store
so many cars.
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Image source: Campbelltown City Council
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Summary
•

A proposed commuter carpark at
Campbelltown Station has been
designed to easily convert into retail
and office space if needed.

•

The new carpark will have almost
1,000 parking spaces.

The carpark
•

Existing surface parking on the site
will be optimised into multi‑deck
parking, leaving additional space
for other development.

•

Cable routes for electric vehicle
charging stations will be laid, making
it easy to install them when needed.

•

Ground to floor ceiling heights allow
for future conversion to retail, with
the upper deck able to be converted
to office space.

•

An internal garden allows sunlight
to penetrate the lower levels while
increasing ventilation and vegetation.

Why it matters
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•

The best use of land surrounding rail
stations is high density residential, so
consolidating surface parking to allow
for more development around rail
stations is critical for Sydney.

•

Designing carparks for future
convertibility means that if one day
we need less parking, the building use
can be easily and affordably adapted.
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EXO at Victoria
Harbour,
Melbourne
The building
•

Mixed‑use development

•

Retail on the ground floor

•

Top four floors contain 96
residential units

•

The middle seven floors are a
public carpark cloaked by a façade
designed for aesthetics, as well as
natural light and ventilation

•

4 Star Green Star design

•

Developed by Lendlease

Image source: Lendlease

CASE STUDY:

Why it matters
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•

Carparks often have inactive
frontages. Designing carparks to
be mixed‑use, with active frontages
such as retail, means they won’t
detract from the street.

•

Carpark facades can be designed
with both form and function in mind,
so they add character to the
urban environment.

COMMITTEE FOR SYDNEY

77

OVERVIEW

I . REDUCI N G TH E N EED TO STO RE CARS

I I . O F F S T R E E T PA R K I N G

III. RETHINKING THE KERB

APPENDIX

CASE STUDY:

Well‑designed carparks

Manly Vale Carpark, Sydney
Image source: Junglefy

Museum Garage, Miami
Image source: ArchDaily
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Park n Play Carpark, Copenhagen
Image source: JaJa Architects

Stadsberget Carpark, Pitea
Image source: ArchDaily

Pomaria development with
sleeved carpark, Vancouver
Image source: Craig Allchin

1111 Lincoln Road Carpark, Miami
Image source: Venue Report

Cato St Underground Carpark, Melbourne
Image source: McGregor + Coxall

COMMITTEE FOR SYDNEY

79

OVERVIEW

7.

I . REDUCI N G TH E N EED TO STO RE CARS

Make new
parking
electric‑capable

I I . O F F S T R E E T PA R K I N G

III. RETHINKING THE KERB

The goal
Make it easy to charge electric vehicles,
preparing for a time in the near future
when all vehicles will be electric.

Why is this important?
We are in the middle of a great
transformation under the threat of climate
change. One of our overarching goals is to
‘electrify everything’ – and to ensure all of
the electricity is renewably powered.
Parking has a role to play in this
transformation. Simply put, we need
people to be able to charge their electric
vehicles at home and at work, if we are
going to facilitate a rapid decarbonisation
of the transport sector.
While the NSW Electric Vehicle Strategy
demonstrates a significant commitment
from the NSW Government, minimal
changes have been made to the
Apartment Design Guide to ensure that all
new buildings will be EV capable.
It is expected the next National
Construction Code will require a quarter of
all new parking spaces to be electric
capable. The NSW Government should be
more forward‑thinking and require most, if
not all, new spaces to have charge points
installed or have cable routes in place for
the future installation of charge points.
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Actions
7.1.

Require electric vehicle charge
points and cable routes in new
buildings
Petrol vehicles will not exist very soon.
The UK has banned the sale of petrol
cars and vans from 2030, and the
European Union, California, Canada
and China have banned sales from
2035. It is a virtual certainty that by the
mid‑2030s there will be no more new
petrol vehicles available for sale in
Australia as well.
In other words, petrol vehicles will
cease to be used within the intended
design life of new buildings being
built today.
New buildings (or those undergoing
major renovation) should therefore
be required to have electric vehicle
charge points, or cable routes for the
future installation of charge points, in
most or all parking spaces. The
continued growth in rooftop solar
means electric vehicles can be
charged during the day without
putting any increased pressure on
the electricity grid.
Lead agencies: Department of Planning
and Environment, local governments

7.2.

Incentivise strata buildings to retrofit
electric vehicle charging
Retrofitting existing residential
buildings with electric vehicle charging
infrastructure will be essential when
internal combustion engines are
eventually banned. But even more
importantly, it will encourage the
uptake of EVs now.
Retrofitting will be different for each
building and it will require changes to
strata by‑laws. Given the process is
somewhat difficult, lengthy and
expensive, strata buildings should be
incentivised to start retrofitting
buildings now. The NSW Government
has developed an online guidance tool
for making residential strata buildings
EV ready, 23 however, financial
incentives are likely to be needed to
get buildings over the line.
An incentive program could cover
the cost of solicitor or conveyancer
fees to update by‑laws, or it could
cover a percentage of the installation
costs (capped at a certain amount).
To encourage the uptake of solar,
a higher percentage of installation
costs may be covered for a building
with solar panels.
Lead agency: Energy NSW
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CASE STUDY:

United Kingdom
EV requirements

Selected building requirements
•

New residential dwellings, including
those resulting from a major
renovation, must install at least one
electric vehicle charge point for each
dwelling with parking. Cable routes for
future charge points must be installed
in all other parking spaces.

•

New buildings that are not residential
or mixed‑use must install at least one
electric vehicle charge point as well as
cable routes in at least one fifth of the
other parking spaces.

•

Charge points must have a minimum
output of 7kW to allow for fast charging,
be fitted with a universal socket (also
known as an untethered charge point),
be fitted with an indicator to show the
charge status, and be a minimum of
‘Mode 3’ (which means the charge
point is permanently connected to the
electrical network).

•

Cable routes must be provided from
a metered electricity supply point to
the future connection location and
have sufficient space for the future
installation of power boxes and
charge points.

Summary
•

•

•

The UK became the first country to
legislate all new buildings must be
EV ready, with the laws coming into
effect on 15 June 2022.
The legislation sits within The
Building Regulations 2010, with
technical requirements for charge
points, cable routes and future
connection locations.
Most of the requirements only apply
for buildings with 10 or more
associated parking spaces.

Image source: ABB

Why it matters
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•

The entire vehicle fleet – in Sydney, as
in every city in the world – is going to
become electric. We know with
certainty we are looking at a future
where no one will have a petrol vehicle.

•

It is far less expensive to build parking
stations to accommodate this future
from the start, rather than having to
retrofit all the parking spaces later.

•

The UK’s building requirements are a
good example for other cities to follow.
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The goal
Generate and use revenue from parking
to improve active and public transport
connections, as well as public space.

APPENDIX

Actions
8.1.

Driving imposes real costs on people.
At the individual or household level, cars
cost a lot to buy, register, maintain and
fuel. At the societal level, they cost even
more, taking up a huge amount of public
space, causing serious injury and
fatalities, and emitting toxins and
greenhouse gas that damage public
health and the environment.

Since the last significant rate hike in
2009, Sydney’s population has grown
by roughly 20% and car ownership
rates have remained steady – meaning
there are more cars on Sydney’s roads
and parking has risen to an even
higher premium. The levy is therefore
due for a significant rate hike.
Categories should also be reviewed to
include more districts and some of the
exemptions should be removed.
Car‑share should be added as an
exemption (as in Victoria) to give
residents and workers in these districts
the ability to access a car without
owning one.
Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
Revenue NSW
8.2.

Use revenue from the Parking Space
Levy to fund public and active
transport
Money collected from the Parking
Space Levy goes into the Public
Transport Fund, which earns over $100
million a year. 27 However, how it is
spent is not transparent. The fund
should be more transparent to
increase public support for the levy
and any associated increases or
district additions.
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Government should consider
prioritising funding for the local
governments where the levy is
collected – which would further
increase public support for the levy.
If this approach is implemented,
existing council carparks should be
exempt from the levy, so local
governments don’t pay money that
will later be refunded; newly built
council carparks should not be
exempt from the levy.

The Parking Space Levy 26 was
introduced in 1992 to discourage
driving into Sydney’s central business
districts through an off‑street
parking levy.

Why is this important?

Free parking subsidises car ownership
and use. While charging for parking
is not normally a popular option, it is
an appropriate way to manage parking
supply and to generate revenue that
can be used for things that make
neighbourhoods more liveable and
sustainable. Cities like Austin, Houston,
London, Los Angeles, Pittsburgh and San
Diego have ‘Parking Benefit Districts’ where
revenue from on and off‑street parking is
used to improve streets, public transport,
and walking and cycling infrastructure. 24,25

Update the Parking Space Levy

Along with making the fund more
transparent, it should be expanded to
become the Public and Active
Transport Fund, helping to build out
Sydney’s cycling network and make
streets more walkable.
Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
Revenue NSW
8.3.

Use revenue from parking related
penalty notices to flow into the
same fund
Annual revenue from parking related
offenses in NSW is more than double
the amount collected from the Parking
Space Levy. In FY 20‑21, parking related
offenses contributed $213 million in
revenue for NSW. 28 We suggest that this
revenue be redirected into the Public
(and Active) Transport Fund to increase
the number and scope of projects that
the fund can finance.
Lead agencies: Revenue NSW,
Transport for NSW
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CASE STUDY:

Austin’s ‘Parking
Benefit District’
program
Summary
•

•

•

The City of Austin, Texas, created
a Parking Benefit District program
(PBD) in 2011.

Requirements for Parking Benefit Districts
(set out by the Municipal Code)

PBDs collect revenue raised
from metered parking to go
towards active and public
transport improvements.
Some of Austin’s PBDs collect
almost $300,000 per year.

•

A PBD must include at least 96 paid
parking spaces.

•

Funds collected must be used to pay
for improvements that promote
walking, cycling and public transport
use within the district.

•

51% of the funds may be used in
conjunction with other city funds for
neighbourhood improvements within
the district.

•

PBDs can be set up as time‑limited
operations designed to cover the cost
of specific improvements, meaning
once an identified improvement has
been made the PBD can be terminated.

Image source: City of Austin

Why it matters
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•

Using parking revenue to pay for active
and public transport improvements
builds public support for paid parking.

•

The model discourages private car use
while making it easier to get around
without a car.
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CASE STUDY:

‘Bicing’ –
Barcelona’s
subscription
bike‑share
service
Summary
•

Barcelona introduced paid parking
throughout the city in 2005.

•

At the same time, a mobility fund
was set up to capture surplus
revenue from parking – around €12
million per year – to pay for active
transport improvements.
The fund is now used solely to
finance Bicing, the city’s
public‑private bikeshare service,
which was established in 2007.

Image source: Bicing

•
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Bicing

Why it matters

•

Bicing is a subscription‑based
service for residents – tourists cannot
use the service.

•

•

Users book via an app and access the
bikes with a QR code or smartcard.

•

Bicing started out with a fleet of 1,500
bikes and now has more than 7,000 bikes.

•

There are 519 Bicing stations across
Barcelona. Based on a 500m buffer
around each station, the service area
covers 89% of the city’s population.

Barcelona has demonstrated how
multiple strategies come together to
enable the growth of cycling. While the
city was adding cycleways, it was also
making it easy for people to
spontaneously grab a bike from the
sharing scheme. These approaches
worked together to enable the growth
of ridership.

•

Initially the service was fully funded by
surplus parking revenue. However,
following expansion of the service,
subscription and usage fees were
introduced to help cover the remaining
running costs.

Bike‑sharing schemes are important
for enabling one‑way trips. It’s possible
to take public transport to work, then
use a bike to get around during the day,
for example.

•

Electric bikes greatly expand the
market of people who can get around
by cycling. They appeal to people
who don’t want to work up a sweat
for whatever reason (not to mention,
for Sydney, going up hills).

•

Finally, the Bicing scheme is a good
example of using funds from parking
to improve active transport options.

•

Enabling growth of bicycling
•

Barcelona has converted more than
1,000 on‑street parking spaces into
Bicing stations.

•

In the first three years of Bicing’s
service, the city installed an extra
150 kms of bike paths.

•

Before Bicing, there were roughly 30,000
bike trips in Barcelona each day. Three
years after the service was established
there were roughly 100,000 bike trips
per day, with just under half via Bicing.

Frequent users (€50 per year)

Occasional users (€35 per year)

Mechanical bike

Electric bike

Mechanical bike

Electric bike

Up to 30 mins

Free

€0.35

€0.35

€0.55

30 mins to 2 hrs

+€0.70

+€0.90

+€0.70

+€0.90

2 hrs or more

+€5/hr

+€5/hr

+€5/hr

+€5/hr
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III. Rethinking
the kerb
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Reclaim high
streets for
parking and
public spaces
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The goal
Use the kerb lane for short term parking,
public space amenities, and to protect
pedestrians from moving traffic.

Why is this important?
The kerb is a place of constant transition. It
is where people on a bus, bike or in a car
depart and arrive. It is where people hail a
taxi or Uber, where deliveries are loaded
and unloaded, and where waste is
collected. New uses for the kerb lane, like
parklets, bike corrals and gardens, are
constantly emerging. In many ways, the
kerb lane is a key enabler of urban life.

Image source: Destination NSW

The kerb lane on high streets, in town
centres and CBDs has many different
potential uses including:
•

Short term parking

•

Parklets

•

Pick up and drop off zones

•

Delivery zones

•

Trees

•

Bike corrals

•

Bus bulbs

•

Car‑share spaces

We are missing out on a major opportunity
to rethink the kerb and make this valuable
space work harder for us. It is worth noting
that growing an on‑street car‑share
network is the best way to free up space to
enable these kerb transformations on
residential streets as well as high streets.
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Actions
9.1.

Remove clearways from high streets
The absolute worst thing to do with the
kerb lane is to use it as a clearway.
Designed solely for the throughput of
traffic, clearways bring noise, pollution
and a deeply felt sense of unease to
the street. Humans are not comfortable
being that close to fast moving traffic.
Moreover, clearways mean no
permanent uses can go into the kerb
lane – no parklets, no bike corrals, no
street trees.
While in many cases they are meant to
benefit bus speeds, they almost always
have the effect of inducing more car
traffic as well.

For buses currently running on high
streets there are many possible
solutions – which will require more
detailed planning. Possibilities include:
•

Re‑routing the bus line

•

Giving the buses signal
pre‑emption technology – so they
can control traffic lights and not
spend time waiting at red lights

•

Building queue jump lanes for the
buses to get in front of traffic

•

Adding bus bulbs so they
don’t need to pull out and back
in to traffic

•

Or simply tolerating slower trip
times in some case

We recognise that for some people this
will be the most controversial
recommendation in this paper, but we
have come to a very clear conclusion:
high streets cannot be healthy if there
are clearways on them.

By removing clearways, we create a
safer and more pleasant environment
for people to walk, and free the kerb
lane for a variety of purposes, not just
‘new’ uses we are promoting here, but
parking that supports local shops.

Running moving traffic next to the
footpath makes high streets
unworkable as public space. Peak hour
clearways kill the viability of the
shopping street during core business
hours every day. Sydney needs to come
up with a different set of solutions for
its bus network or tolerate slower
speeds on the high streets (buses and
other traffic can speed up again after
the high streets).

Transport for NSW should adopt a
program of ending clearways on high
streets as a top programmatic priority,
working to adjust key bus routes at
the same time.
Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
Department of Planning and
Environment, local government
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Actions (continued)
9.2.

Create parklet programs
Parklets are temporary or permanent
fixtures placed in the kerb lane that
contain seating areas and greenery for
the public to enjoy. Parklets provide
more public space for interactions
between friends, family and
neighbours, and support local
businesses by providing more space
for people to sit, eat and drink.
Cities around the world have instituted
programs to support the establishment
of temporary and permanent parklets.
We suggest local governments should
establish parklet programs to improve
high streets in Sydney.
Funding could be provided (as per
recommendation eight) for local
governments to install and maintain
parklets. Other parklets could be
privately funded, for example, by local
businesses who want to install a
parklet fronting their building.
Lead agencies: Department of Planning
and Environment, Transport for NSW,
local governments
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9.3.

Use the kerb lane for a variety of
things that make high streets work
Removing clearways makes it
possible to use the kerb for so many
things that make high streets, town
centres and CBDs function better, and
feel better. We can increase the
number of short‑term parking spaces
to better support local shops, create
food delivery pick‑up zones for riders,
install bike corrals so locked bikes
don’t clutter the footpath, and install
verge gardens or street trees to green
the street.
While we suggest the above
recommendations are all given
permanent space in the kerb lane,
where this is not possible there is an
opportunity for some to have
temporary space in the kerb lane. For
example, food delivery zones may
only be in operation during certain
times of the day, and during other
times this space may be used as a
commercial loading zone or
traditional parking space.

9.4.

Remove the need for Traffic
Committee to approve certain uses
of the kerb lane
NSW is the only state in Australia to
use Local and Regional Traffic
Committees. These committees are
designed to delegate certain aspects
of the control of traffic on regional
and local roads to local government,
but often have the unintended effect
of blocking progressive and diverse
uses of the kerb lane proposed by
local governments.
NSW Government should allow local
governments to make changes to the
kerb lane without approval from
Traffic Committee. Exempt changes
should include the installation of
things like cycleways, bike corrals,
designated car‑share spaces,
parklets, verge gardens and food
delivery zones.
Lead agency: Transport for NSW,
local government

Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
local governments
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The program

San Francisco
parklets

•

Summary
•

•

San Francisco has more than 1,500
parklets — small, highly designed
open spaces that fit into a
parking space.
Each parklet design is unique,
making them distinct features that
improve the feel of a street.

Judah Street Parklet

The San Francisco parklet movement
began as a project by the art collective
Rebar in the 1970s, which created a
temporary public space in a kerbside
parking space by feeding coins into a
meter all day, to raise awareness about
how much space in cities is given over
to storing cars.

•

Rebar’s initial project eventually
became a global movement known as
Parking Day, when cities all over the
world create temporary art projects
and public spaces in parking spaces.

•

In San Francisco, Parking Day evolved
into a growing wave of parklets in
neighbourhoods across the city.

•

Today, the San Francisco city government
has well established processes for
permitting, and monitoring parklets, to
ensure they are well maintained and
tracked. There are both non-commercial
parklets (parks or art projects) and
commercial ones (generally outdoor
seating for restaurants).

•

The annual permit fee ranges from $100
for a public parklet, to $2,000 for a
commercial parklet.

Garden Parklet, San Francisco

Irving Street Parklet

Image sources: Flickr, San Francisco Planning

Why it matters
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•

Parklets are a way to inject fun and
vitality into the streetscape, repurposing public space for a far wider
range of uses than simply storing cars.

•

They create more space for people to
stop and rest, eat lunch, meet with
friends, and engage with their
community – making the street more
relaxing and enjoyable for everyone.

•

Parklets also support local businesses,
with 90% of people who use parklets in
San Francisco saying they spent money
on the street.

Cinderella Bakery Parklet
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10. Use dynamic
pricing and
permits

The goal
Use price mechanisms to manage
on‑street parking supply where demand
exceeds the number of available spaces.

Why is this important?
In the parts of cities that are dense and
active, there will usually be more demand
to park than supply of spaces. This final
recommendation deals with the question
of how to allocate those spaces.
In commercial areas and tourist areas —
high streets, town centres, CBDs, popular
beaches, etc — we recommend using
demand‑based pricing. This means prices
go up and down based on demand, and
there is always a spot available.
In residential areas, we recommend
parking permit schemes. Permit schemes
are particularly useful to ensure there is no
parking spillover from new developments
that may have low rates of parking.
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Actions
10.1. Implement demand‑based pricing in
commercial and tourist areas
We need to make sure there is always
a parking spot for those who need it
without encouraging everyone to drive
everywhere. Free or cheap on‑street
parking encourages more people to
drive and park for longer. This creates
high parking occupancy rates with low
turnover, reducing access to parking
for those who need it.
New technology provides an
opportunity to implement dynamic
demand‑based pricing for parking
easily and effectively. Smart parking
meters can update prices based on
occupancy rates in different locations
as they change throughout the day
(see case study on SFpark for
an example).
Where paid parking rates are static
and flat‑rate, occupancy rates may be
too high in one area and too low in
another. Where occupancy rates are
too high, traffic congestion and
emissions increase as people circle
trying to find a free space. Conversely,
there are times and places where the
prices are too high, relative to the
demand to park.

10.2. Develop a NSW‑wide parking
app to modernise the way we
pay for parking
A state‑wide parking app should
integrate different parking operators
used in different local governments.
The app should give people the ability
to pay for parking on their phone. It
should also notify people when their
paid parking is running out.
This app would decrease instances
of illegal parking as people will be
alerted on their phone when their time
is running out, and if required will pay
for more time remotely via their phone.
The app could be used to nudge
people onto public or active transport
by showing them price and time
differences for using different modes
to reach their destination.
Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
Service NSW, local governments

10.3. Implement residential parking
permits in areas where demand
outstrips available on‑street spaces
Councils that want to manage
on‑street parking demand in
residential areas should issue parking
permits. Many councils in Sydney
already do this, some throughout the
whole council area and some in
certain locations. However, several
Sydney councils do not yet have a
residential parking permit scheme.
Depending on the location, a
residential parking permit in Sydney
will currently set you back anywhere
from free to $164 per year. This means
even the most expensive residential
parking in Sydney costs less than a
dollar a day.
Increasing annual parking permit
fees is one way to manage on‑street
parking demand. Other options
include conditions for permit
eligibility, or capping the number of
permits allowed per household.
Lead agency: Local governments

Dynamic demand‑based pricing will
reveal the real market value of parking.
The ‘right price’ will ensure high
occupancy rates while one or two
spaces are always free. Dynamic
pricing also helps set the right price
for different locations at different times
of the day.
Lead agencies: Transport for NSW,
Service NSW, local governments
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CASE STUDY:

San Francisco SFpark
Summary
•

•

—

People know they will always be able
to find a parking space. The price will
adjust upward in periods of high
demand but there will be a place to
park on every block and in every
parking station.

How it works

Results of the pilot

•

•

Lower average hourly rates on‑street
(‑$0.11) and in parking stations (‑$0.42).

•

43% decrease in time spent driving
while looking for parking.

•

30% decrease in vehicle miles
travelled, due to less time spent
looking for parking.

•

30% reduction in greenhouse gas
emissions, due to less time spent
looking for parking.

•

23% decrease in parking fines
administered at metered locations.

•

8% decrease in traffic volume,
due to fewer cars looking for parking.

•

The decrease in traffic volumes
led to a 2.3% increase in the speed
of public transport services
along corridors.

•

An estimated $1.9 million increase
in net parking revenue.

•

In areas that had new parking meters
installed, the percentage of time where
parking spaces were available
increased from 10% to 85%.

•

SFpark began as a pilot program for
parking demand management, run by
the Municipal Transportation Agency
(MTA) between 2011 and 2013.
The core idea was to adjust prices for
parking, up or down based on demand,
to manage the availability of supply.
Several key benefits flow from this:

APPENDIX

—

•

•

Instead of getting a parking ticket,
people have the ability to buy more
time. The MTA earns more money
from charging for parking, and less
money from issuing
parking citations.

The pilot’s success led to the permanent
implementation of SFpark in the city
centre and along high streets
throughout San Francisco.
The program uses smart meters,
in‑ground sensors and a phone app to
set parking prices based on occupancy
in real‑time.

•

7,000 on‑street metered parking spaces
and more than 12,000 off‑street parking
spaces were upgraded with in‑ground
sensors to detect occupancy.
Smart meters, which adjust prices
based on occupancy, were installed.
Prices would adjust hourly:
—

At 80–100% occupancy, the hourly
rate increases by $0.25

—

At 60–80% occupancy, the hourly
rate does not change

—

At 30–60% occupancy, the hourly
rate decreases by $0.25.

Real‑time information on parking
availability is accessible to the public
via an app.

Why it matters
•

The idea behind this kind of
demand‑responsive pricing was to set
a ‘market clearing price’ for parking —
in other words, to ensure that a supply
of parking was always available.
SFpark has proven this idea is practical
and implementable.

•

While the public was sceptical at first,
most people appreciate how much
easier and more customer‑friendly
the new system is.

Map source: San Francisco Municipal Transport Agency
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Table: Implementation guide
This table further details how to implement some specific recommended actions in this paper.
Action

What needs to happen

Lead agencies

1.6 Adopt a
mode‑share target

We need an ambitious target for Sydney ’s future mode share.

Transport for NSW;
Greater Cities
Commission;
Infrastructure NSW

2.1 Include on‑street
car‑share
as a priority in
Transport for NSW
plans

To support development of a mode share target, Transport for NSW should publish more detailed data
from the Household Travel Survey. Ideally, we need to know what percentage of car trips in Sydney are
less than 5km. It is reasonable to assume most car trips that are 5km or less could be made by other
modes if they were convenient, easily accessible, affordable and safe.
Transport for NSW should prioritise car‑share in strategic plans – and possibly include in the Transport
and Infrastructure SEPP – to ensure an even and equitable network.

Transport for NSW

Action

What needs to happen

Lead agencies

5.1 Remove minimum
parking
requirements in new
development

SEPP No 65 (Design Quality of Residential Apartment Development) should preclude the
implementation of minimum parking requirements.

Department of
Planning and
Environment;
Transport for NSW

5.2 Set parking
maximums for new
developments in
transport‑rich,
walkable locations

Parking maximums should be included in SEPP No 65 (Design Quality of Residential Apartment
Development) for any new development:

The NSW Government should set out rules for:
•

The application and approval of on‑street dedicated car‑share spaces

•

Priority locations for on‑street dedicated car‑share spaces

•

The installation and removal of on‑street dedicated car‑share spaces

•

Any fees or permits for on‑street dedicated car‑share spaces – we suggest the cost of car‑share
permits should be tied to the maximum cost a resident would pay for a parking permit in any
given local government area.

There is no other dedicated car‑share space on the proposed street, avenue, or road; and

•

The proposed space is on the side frontage of a house, or in front of apartments, or in front of an
industrial building, or alongside a park; and

•

The proposed space is in either an unrestricted parking area, or a time‑limited parking area that
excepts resident permit holders, or a metered or time‑limited parking area that does not except
resident permit holders but is within 250m of a public transport station/stop; and

•

The car‑share operator agrees to pay for the installation of signage and the painting of
line‑marking at the site.

7.1 Require electric
vehicle charge
points and cable
routes in new
buildings

Car‑share requirements for new developments should be set out in SEPP No 65.
Car‑share vehicles should be required in new developments in Greater Sydney that are:
•

Within 800m of a train, Metro or light rail stop in the Sydney metropolitan area; or

•

On land zoned, and sites within 400m of land zoned, B3 Commercial Core, B4 Mixed Use or
equivalent in a nominated regional centre.

One car‑share space for every 20 units without parking.

•

One car‑share space for every 100 2+ bedroom units with one parking space.

Transport for NSW;
Department of
Planning and
Environment; local
governments;
car‑share
providers

8.1 Update the Parking
Space Lev y

Car‑share should be added to the list of exemptions, as it helps reduce private car ownership by
individuals and businesses in the CBD.

Department of
Planning and
Environment; local
governments;
car‑share
providers

City of Parramatta should make an addition to their LEPs so new parking facilities cannot be built
in Zones B3 or B4.
Eventually other strategic centres should consider strengthening their LEPs to do the same.

8.2 Use revenue from
the Parking Space
Lev y to fund public
and active
transport

9.2 Create parklet
programs

Including a car‑share requirement for new residential developments in the SEPP will improve the
car‑share network, reduce build and purchasing costs, and simplify requirements for developers.
City of Sydney Council should update part 7.18 of the LEP so new parking facilities cannot be built
within the CBD.

Transport for NSW

Subclause 3 and 4 should be amended to remove exemptions for spaces that are unused casual
parking. While the exemption supports carparks that have reduced their demand, it subsidises the
entire parking facility. If these spaces were not exempt, demand for parking would likely decrease
even more as parking rates would have to increase. Reduced demand may then allow for some
parking stations in Sydney’s business centres to be repurposed or retrofitted for office or residential
space. Underground carparks may be able to be retrofitted for theatres, cinemas and retail.

Developers should work with car‑share providers from the planning phase to ensure the location of
spaces are either on new streets within the development or before any security or roller door – this will
make the cars easy to access for members, as well as for maintenance and cleaning.

3.1 Do not allow new
standalone parking
facilities to be built
in the Sydney and
Parramatta CBDs

In 2009, the rates for Category One districts (Sydney CBD, North Sydney and Milsons Point) effectively
doubled, and the rates for Category Two districts (Bondi Junction, Chatswood, Parramatta and St
Leonards) increased by 50%. 36,37 We suggest the rate for Category One districts should now be
increased by 50% , and the rate for Category Two districts should be increased by 100%.

Subclause 5 should be removed – it currently exempts parking spaces that are used for retail or
restaurant customers, hotel guests, club guests, car sales and more.

Car‑share spaces in residential developments need to be accessible to all car‑share members – i.e.
not exclusive to residents. This increases the amenity of new developments for both residents and the
community and improves viability of the space for car‑share providers.

The NSW Land and Environment Court has previously ruled that one car‑share space can reduce 10–12
private car spaces within a development, 29 and on several occasions ruled that the minimum parking
requirements for a development can be reduced with the inclusion of car‑share. 30,31,32

Legislation in the UK can be used as a model. However, we suggest NSW Government is more
ambitious and sets a higher requirement for electric vehicle charge points than the UK.

Subclause 1( j) should be removed – it currently exempts premises owned or occupied by a religious
body or a religious organisation, and premises owned or occupied by a charity or public benevolent
institution.

Crucially, the wording must ensure a car‑share provider is contracted by the developer, at no cost to
either the developer or car‑share provider, to avoid spaces being built and left empty.

The Transport and Infrastructure SEPP should allow developers building in any location to reduce the
parking rate of a new build by 10 spaces for every one car‑share space contracted to an
authorised provider.

Department of
Planning and
Environment

All new buildings (or those undergoing major renovation) should be required to have electric
vehicle charge points and cable routes under the consolidated Housing SEPP and Transport and
Infrastructure SEPP.

Untethered chargers can have universal sockets or allow for an easy change of socket type in the
future. This type of charger may also be better for safety, as people are required to take the charging
cable with them, meaning cords are not hanging from the wall, which may create a trip hazard.

Where necessary, the requirement can be bundled with a small increase in floor space ratio.

2.4 Allow developers to
reduce the parking
rate
if they include
car‑share

on land zoned, and sites within 400m of land zoned, B3 Commercial Core, B4 Mixed Use or
equivalent in a nominated regional centre.

These suggested requirements are based on the current UK legislation. A minimum of 7kW power for
the charge point allows cars to be charged relatively quickly. Mode 3 charge points are preferable as
they provide protection against AC and DC shocks, which Mode 1 does not. Mode 3 is more flexible than
Mode 2 as it does not require a specific type of cable.

The number of car‑share vehicles required in new residential developments by the SEPP should be:
•

Within 800m of a train, Metro or light rail stop;

•

Setting standards for charge points in new residential and non‑residential buildings will ensure they
are effective and future proofed. We suggest all charge points or cable routes have a minimum
charging power of 7kW, be at least Mode 3 or equivalent, and be untethered.

The identification of priority locations for on‑street dedicated car‑share spaces should remove the
need to conduct community consultation for every proposed space.
2.3 Require car‑share
in all new
developments near
rail
stations in Greater
Sydney

•

Department of
Planning and
Environment;
Transport for NSW

Currently, local governments set parking rates for new developments in their jurisdiction. SEPP 65 does
not impose parking requirements; instead related documents provide recommendations on setting
parking rates – including a Practice Note, 33 Apartment Design Guide 34 and Guide to Traffic Generating
Developments. 35 These documents are now 7–20 years old and still refer to minimum parking
requirements. None of the documents recommend implementing maximum parking requirements in
station area precincts or commercial zones – at best they refer to reducing minimum parking
requirements. All these supporting documents should be updated.

Priority car‑share locations should be any street, avenue or road within a 2km radius of a train, Metro
or light rail station where:
•

The Guide to Traffic Generating Developments needs to be updated at the same time as removing
parking minimums. The document currently refers to surveys conducted in the 1970s and ‘80s and
does not reflect current parking best practice.

City of Sydney,
City of Parramatta

The Parking Space Lev y earns over $100 million a year, 38 but how it is spent is not transparent. Revenue
and expenses between 2011–2021 are available, 39 however, these numbers are aggregated and do not
show what projects were funded with the money. Details on how the fund has been spent is only
available for FY 19-20 project contributions. 40

Transport for NSW;
Revenue NSW

Details on how the fund has been spent should be available for all years, so the public can see what
projects benefit from the lev y. Making the fund more transparent will increase public support.
San Francisco’s Shared Spaces Program 41 or New York City’s Street Seats Program 42 could be used
as a model.

Local
governments

Community groups, businesses and institutions should be allowed to apply for, install, and maintain
parklets. Parklets installed for use of business customers should be free for the public to use after
business hours.
The parklet sponsor should have general liability cover of at least $1,000,000.
The parklet sponsor should have to pay a small annual fee. In San Francisco, annual fees range from
$100 for pubic parklets, to $2,000 for commercial parklets.
Local government areas could create design tool kits of approved street furniture to make the
application process run more smoothly.
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For more information
Case study: London’s mode‑share target

Case study: Amsterdam ‘Park and Ride’

Healthy Streets. 2022. Making streets healthy places for everyone,
accessed via https://w w w.healthystreets.com/

City of Amsterdam. 2021. Park and Ride (P+R),
accessed via https://w w w.amsterdam.nl/en/parking/park-ride/

City of Oakland. 2021. Chapter 17.116 – Off-street parking and loading
requirements, Oakland California Planning Code, accessed via
https://library.municode.com/ca/oakland/codes/planning_
code?nodeId=TIT17PL_CH17.116OREPALORE

Mayor of London. 2018. Mayor’s Transport Strategy 2018, accessed via
https://w w w.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/transport/our-visiontransport/mayors-transport-strategy-2018?intcmp=46686
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